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engage in anymore prevarication re-
garding its acceptance of a hybrid 
peacekeeping force. And we must en-
sure that this new U.N. Security Coun-
cil resolution marks the beginning of 
the end of genocide in Darfur, by man-
dating the immediate deployment of a 
robust multinational peacekeeping 
force. 
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DOGFIGHTING 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, on July 
26, I introduced critical legislation to 
stem the rising tide of dogfighting in 
our country. Dogfighting is one of soci-
ety’s most barbaric and inhumane ac-
tivities. The dogs are mistreated, 
starved and conditioned for aggression, 
and then allowed to literally destroy 
one another in the ring. As we have 
read in the recent indictment of At-
lanta Falcon’s quarterback Michael 
Vick on dogfighting charges, poor-per-
forming dogs are tortured, maimed, 
and killed. This illegal and despicable 
activity has no place in a civilized soci-
ety. 

However, dogfighting has expanded 
its hold in recent years. The Humane 
Society of the United States estimates 
that 40,000 people in the United States 
are involved in professional 
dogfighting, and fight purses reach as 
high as $100,000. As many as 100,000 ad-
ditional people are involved in 
‘‘streetfighting,’’ informal dogfighting 
that often involves young people in 
gangs. 

This legislation would place a Fed-
eral ban on all aspects of dogfighting 
activity from owning to transporting 
to training dogs for the purpose of 
fighting, to participating as a spec-
tator at dogfighting ventures. I hope 
this legislation will end the practice of 
dogfighting in our country, once and 
for all. 

This Congress’s authority to make 
the lucrative commercial aspects of 
dogfighting a crime cannot be doubted. 
Just 2 years ago, the Supreme Court 
made clear in Gonzales v. Raich that 
Congress’s authority under the com-
merce clause extends to local activities 
that are an integral component of 
interstate criminal activities. 

This bill is well within that standard. 
As demonstrated in the Vick indict-
ment and by the many law enforce-
ment records, animal welfare reports, 
and economic studies that will be en-
tered into the RECORD on this bill the— 

dogfighting industry has become na-
tionwide in scope, and Congress is well 
within its authority to address both 
the nationwide framework and local-
ized branches that are a critical part of 
that extensive criminal venture. We 
are dealing with a criminal industry 
has developed into a multifaceted, na-
tional and international commercial 
market that depends heavily upon ille-
gal trafficking between States. 
Dogfighting is an inherently commer-
cial and economic activity that has a 
substantial effect upon interstate com-
merce. 

Dogfighting is an interconnected, na-
tionwide, lucrative commercial indus-
try. In addition to high-stakes gam-
bling, dogfighters exchange tens if not 
hundreds of millions of dollars annu-
ally on the purchase and sale of fight-
ing dogs. Dog fighters also make top 
dollar by breeding or selling ‘‘stud’’ 
privileges for fighting dogs, and can 
make top dollar by breeding dogs that 
have proven themselves in the ring by 
killing multiple other dogs. 

This extensive commercial venture 
also requires trafficking in the special-
ized equipment necessary to train and 
house fighting dogs. There are even un-
derground transport services to courier 
these dogs from one match to the 
next—assuming they survive. Dog 
fighters also make a living handling 
and training fighting dogs for well- 
funded sponsors—as we saw in the Vick 
indictment. 

It could not be clearer that the over-
whelming majority of dog fights—if not 
every single dog fight—are truly eco-
nomic endeavors that involve some ele-
ment of interstate commerce, such as 
animals, equipment, breeders, or spec-
tators having traveled across State 
lines. Many dog fights are conducted 
for the purposes of illegal gambling, 
and some gambling on the sidelines is 
almost always present at these fights. 
Dogfighting also burdens interstate 
commerce by increasing the risk of in-
jury or disease to both animals and hu-
mans, including dog bites, rabies, and 
heartworms. 

What’s more, small, localized 
dogfighting ventures, when viewed in 
the aggregate, have a substantial im-
pact upon interstate commerce. As the 
allegations I mentioned earlier against 
Michael Vick and his codefendants 
demonstrate, large amounts of money 
are at stake in dogfighting matches, 
and winners often take home all or 

some portion of entry fees paid by 
other participants. The individual dogs 
used in fighting can have a commercial 
value of between hundreds of dollars 
and tens of thousands of dollars per 
animal. All of the activities associated 
with dogfighting, including gambling 
and other illegal activities, equipment 
outlays, breeding expenses, and pro-
motion costs are not only inherently 
commercial in nature but transcend 
State boundaries. 

By way of example, there are dozens 
of Federal criminal prohibitions on the 
local creation, possession, and sale of 
narcotics and narcotic-making equip-
ment. Congress recognized that the il-
licit drug industry had become nation-
wide in scope, and chose to exercise its 
constitutional power to address the lo-
calized branches of that extensive 
criminal venture. Likewise, this bill 
responds to the proliferation of dog 
fighting into a nationwide criminal 
network of local ventures, which Con-
gress is similarly authorized to ad-
dress. Just look at the Endangered 
Species Act, which broadly restricts 
the killing, taking, or breeding of cer-
tain wild animals, in order to effec-
tuate Congress’s goal of preventing the 
extinction of imperiled species. The 
ESA has been upheld as a valid exercise 
of Congress’s authority by every fed-
eral appeals court to address the issue, 
and the Supreme Court has repeatedly 
declined to upset those judgments. 

The effects of dogfighting on inter-
state commerce are neither indirect, 
remote, nor attenuated. Regulation of 
dogfighting is necessary to prevent and 
eliminate burdens upon interstate com-
merce. In addition, the regulation of 
dogfighting is an essential part of a 
larger regulatory scheme, the Animal 
Welfare Act, which mandates the hu-
mane treatment of animals in our soci-
ety. 
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PRESTICIDE REGISTRATION 
IMPROVEMENT RENEWAL ACT 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
chart be printed in the RECORD. It is a 
chart related to the Pesticide Registra-
tion Improvement Renewal Act, a bill 
that Senator CHAMBLISS and I plan to 
introduce shortly. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EPA 
No. 

New 
No. Action 

Decision time 
(months), PRIA II: Registration 

Service 
Fee ($) FY #1 FY #2 FY #3 

TABLE 1.—REGISTRATION DIVISION—NEW ACTIVE INGREDIENTS 

R1 1 Food use (1) ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 24 24 24 516,300 
R2 2 Food use; reduced risk (1) ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 18 18 18 516,300 
R3 3 Food use; Experimental Use Permit application submitted simultaneously with application for registration; decision time for Experimental Use Permit and 

temporary tolerance same as #R4 (1).
24 24 24 570,700 

R4 4 Food use; Experimental Use Permit application; establish temporary tolerance; submitted before application for registration; credit $326,025 toward new 
active ingredient application that follows.

18 18 18 380,500 

R5 5 Food use; application submitted after Experimental Use Permit application; decision time begins after Experimental Use Permit and temporary tolerance 
are granted (1).

14 14 14 190,300 

R6 6 Non-food use; outdoor (1) ................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 21 21 21 358,700 
R7 7 Non-food use; outdoor; reduced risk (1) ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 16 16 16 358,700 
R8 8 Non-food use; outdoor; Experimental Use Permit application submitted simultaneously with application for registration; decision time for Experimental Use 

Permit same as #R9 (1).
21 21 21 396,800 
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